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EIS. Modifications included in the FEIS 
consist mostly of simple text revisions 
and technical edits. There are also both 
extensive text revisions to more clearly 
explain proposed actions or 
environmental impacts analysis, and 
minor changes to actions proposed in 
the agency-preferred alternative. The 
text edit changes were mostly a result of 
public comment on the Draft EIS. 
Chapter 6 of the FEIS summarizes the 
public comments and responds to the 
comments both within the chapter and 
in other chapters where appropriate. 
Some text was added that provided 
additional analysis. This additional 
analysis was mostly focused on two 
proposals within the analysis: the 
wetland restoration at the unpaved 
parking lot, and the Mission blue 
butterfly habitat compensation planned 
at Hawk Hill. 

Project proposal changes included in 
Alternative 3 are as follows: 

• Rodeo Valley Connector Trail: 
Cyclists would be allowed on the trail 
between Conzelman Road north to 
Bunker Road. The trail starts east of 
Battery Rathbone-McIndoe on 
Conzelman Road, connecting to Bunker 
Road east of the riding stables; there 
would be multi-use by permit 
pedestrians, equestrians, and bicycles. 

• Slacker Hill Trail: The existing trail 
from the top of Slacker Hill to the 
launch site would be downgraded from 
a road to a trail, providing access to the 
launch site for hikers and equestrians 
only. Access to the east side of the 
launch site would be maintained for its 
views of the bay and city. 

• Hawk Hill Parking on Conzelman 
Road: In preparing the FEIS, the 
planning team observed parking 
utilization at Hawk Hill in the fall of 
2007. These observations showed that 
demand for the parking spaces exceeds 
25 spaces for week-end peak and 
shoulder seasons. Therefore, Alternative 
3 now includes a revised parking 
configuration at Hawk Hill, which is a 
modified version of the parking 
configuration provided in Alternative 4 
(the same proposal is common to both 
alternatives). 

• Smith Road Parking: The proposed 
parking area at Smith Road has been 
revised to mostly avoid the riparian area 
to the east. Under Alternative 3, Smith 
Road has been reduced in size and 
realigned to the south, moving it farther 
from Rodeo Creek and the riparian area 
along the creek. 

• East Road and Bay Trail: Additional 
width will be provided where possible 
in the shoulder area for bicyclists, 
providing a balance between protecting 
the resources and improving bicyclists’ 

safety and experience. The refined 
design includes 11-foot travel lanes in 
each direction and widened shoulders 
where practicable. 

Scoping and Public Involvement: The 
Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS was 
published in the Federal Register on 
April 10, 2002. Early in the EIS scoping 
phase three public meetings were 
hosted in San Francisco, Marin City, 
and Oakland. The San Francisco 
meeting occurred on March 26, 2002 
during a meeting of the park’s Advisory 
Committee (approximately ten members 
of the public attended the meeting). The 
Marin City meeting occurred on April 
10, 2002 at the Manzanita Community 
Center in Marin City (approximately 20 
members of the public attended). The 
Oakland meeting occurred on April 11, 
2002 at the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission Auditorium in Oakland. 
Three members of the public attended, 
along with several agency staff 
members. In addition GGNRA held two 
Alternatives Refinement Workshops for 
the public. The primary goal of these 
meetings was to solicit public input on 
the four preliminary alternatives. The 
meetings were held on November 19, 
2002 at Tamalpais High School in Mill 
Valley (approximately 11 community 
members attended) and on November 
26, 2002 at GGNRA Headquarters in San 
Francisco (approximately 15 community 
members attended). GGNRA staff 
prepared and distributed 
announcements of the meetings to 2,000 
individuals and organizations (and 
these were also distributed at Marin 
Headlands Visitor Center and posted 
widely on bulletin boards in Marin 
County). Summaries of the comments 
received at each workshop and written 
comments from the public were 
documented in a 2003 memorandum 
titled ‘‘Summary of November 2002 
Alternatives Refinements Workshops’’. 
Workshop comments were used to 
further refine the alternatives and 
identify the main issues to be addressed 
in finalizing the alternatives to be 
presented in the Draft EIS. The park also 
hosted a public forum March 14, 2003 
to review initial findings of the Fort 
Baker Cultural Landscape Report and 
Marin Headlands/Fort Baker Historic 
Roads Characterization Study (two 
members of the public attended). The 
most recent public outreach efforts 
included presenting project alternatives 
at the last four of the park’s quarterly 
public meetings beginning with the May 
16, 2006 meeting at the Mill Valley 
Community Center. Regular posting of 
information updates occurs on the 
park’s Web site (http:// 
parkplanning.nps.gov/goga). 

The park’s Notice of Availability for 
the Draft EIS was published in the 
Federal Register on June 12, 2007 (the 
60-day public review period was 
formally initiated June 8, 2007 when the 
EPA notice of filing appeared in the 
Federal Register); public comment was 
accepted through August 13, 2007. In an 
effort to solicit public awareness an 
extensive public notification effort was 
done for the release of the Draft EIS, 
including letters, post cards mailers, 
newspaper public notices, and posting 
on the park’s Web site. A public meeting 
was held in Sausalito, CA on July 18, 
2007 where the park hosted an open 
house and answered questions from the 
public. The public meeting was 
attended by approximate 80 people and 
was covered by San Francisco local 
television KTVU. Several media (radio, 
television, newspapers) reported on the 
project during the public review and 
comment period. Public correspondence 
was accepted electronically and via fax 
or letter; a total of 321 correspondences 
were received on the Draft EIS. 

Approval Process: The National Park 
Service will prepare a Record of 
Decision no sooner than 30 days 
following EPA’s notice of filing of the 
FEIS in the Federal Register. The 
document is available for public 
inspection as follows: at the Office of 
the Superintendent (Bldg. 201 Fort 
Mason, San Francisco, California), and 
at local public libraries (Marin County 
Free Library, Mill Valley, Point Reyes, 
and Sausalito). An electronic version 
may be accessed at http:// 
parkplanning.np.gov/goga. Copies may 
also be obtained by contacting Mr. Steve 
Ortega, (415) 561–2841 or 
steve_ortega@nps.gov. As a delegated 
EIS, the official responsible for approval 
of the Marin Headlands and Fort Baker 
Transportation Infrastructure and 
Management Plan is the Regional 
Director, Pacific West Region; 
subsequently the official responsible for 
implementing the final plan would be 
the Superintendent, Golden Gate 
National Recreation Area. 

Dated: December 11, 2008. 

George J. Turnbull, 

Acting Regional Director, Pacific West Region, 
National Park Service. 

Editorial Note: This document was 
received in the Office of the Federal Register 
on Thursday, March 19, 2009. 

[FR Doc. E9–6414 Filed 3–23–09; 8:45 am] 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

National Park Service 

Fort Dupont Park, National Capital 
Parks—East, Washington, DC; Notice 
of Availability of a Finding of No 
Significant Impact for the Proposed 
Transfer of Jurisdiction of a Portion of 
Fort Dupont Park, Washington, DC 

AGENCY: National Park Service, 
Department of the Interior. 
ACTION: Notice of availability of a 
Finding of No Significant Impact. 

SUMMARY: Pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
National Park Service (NPS) NEPA 
guidelines, NPS prepared and in 
October 2008 made available for a 30- 
day public review an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) evaluating the 
potential impacts of a proposed transfer 
of jurisdiction of a portion of Fort 
Dupont Park to the Government of the 
District of Columbia (the District). This 
transfer would be for recreational 
purposes and in assessing this proposed 
transfer, the EA also considered the 
District’s general plan to expand and 
improve sports-related recreational 
facilities to the extent that these details 
are presently known. 

After the end of the 30-day public 
review period, the NPS selected for 
implementation, the preferred 
alternative as described in the EA, and 
determined it will not have a significant 
impact on the quality of the human 
environment and that an Environmental 
Impact Statement is not required. In 
making that selection and 
determination, the NPS considered the 
information and analysis contained in 
the EA and the comments received 
during the public review period. The 
NPS has accordingly prepared a Finding 
of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the 
proposed transfer. The FONSI is also 
accompanied by an errata sheet that 
corrected some minor inaccuracies and 
updated some information. 

The errata did not result in any 
changes in the overall findings of the EA 
and had no bearing on its determination 
of no significant impact. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Gayle Hazelwood, Superintendent, 
National Capital Parks—East, RE: Fort 
Dupont Park Land Transfer Proposal, at 
1900 Anacostia Drive, SE., Washington, 
DC 20020, by telephone at (202) 690– 
5127, or by e-mail at 
gayle_hazelwood@nps.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
selected alternative would transfer 
jurisdiction of an approximate 15-acre 
parcel at one end of Fort Dupont Park 

(the Project Area) to the District to 
facilitate the improvement and 
expansion of recreational facilities 
located there. The transfer would result 
in the District taking over management 
of the Project Area and then improving 
and expanding the sports-related 
recreational facilities including the 
development of a Youth Baseball 
Academy and the expansion of the Fort 
Dupont Ice Arena. Pursuant to the 
transfer, all NPS managerial 
responsibilities for the Project Area, 
including the Fort Dupont Ice Arena 
which the NPS leases to the Friends of 
Fort Dupont Ice Arena, Inc., will be 
transferred to the District, and the 
Project Area will no longer be a part of 
Fort Dupont Park. The transfer will also 
necessitate amending the NPS’ 2004 
Fort Circle Parks Management Plan 
which provides a managerial framework 
for decisions about use and 
development within the Fort Circle 
Parks, including Fort Dupont Park. 

Although the NPS proposes making 
this transfer, for it to occur not only 
must the NPS and District agree to the 
terms, the National Capital Planning 
Commission must recommend it. 

The FONSI and other documents 
related to this action are available for 
review electronically on the NPS’s 
Planning, Environment, and Public 
Comment (PEPC) Web site at http:// 
parkplanning.nps.gov/NACE. You may 
also request a hard copy at (202) 690– 
5127. 

Dated: January 14, 2009. 
Margaret O’Dell, 
Regional Director, National Capital Region. 
[FR Doc. E9–6212 Filed 3–23–09; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4312–51–P 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
COMMISSION 

[Inv. No. 337–TA–671] 

In the Matter of Certain Digital 
Cameras; Notice of Investigation 

AGENCY: U.S. International Trade 
Commission. 
ACTION: Institution of investigation 
pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 1337. 

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that a 
complaint was filed with the U.S. 
International Trade Commission on 
February 17, 2009, under section 337 of 
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, 19 
U.S.C. 1337, on behalf of Samsung 
Electronics Co., Ltd. of Korea and 
Samsung Electronics America, Inc. of 
Ridgefield Park, New Jersey. Letters 
supplementing the Complaint were filed 
on February 27, 2009 and March 11, 

2009. The complaint alleges violations 
of section 337 based upon the 
importation into the United States, the 
sale for importation, and the sale within 
the United States after importation of 
certain digital cameras by reason of 
infringement of certain claims of U.S. 
Patent Nos. 5,731,852 and 6,229,695. 
The complaint further alleges that an 
industry in the United States exists as 
required by subsection (a)(2) of section 
337. 

The complainants request that the 
Commission institute an investigation 
and, after the investigation, issue an 
exclusion order and a cease and desist 
order. 
ADDRESSES: The complaint, except for 
any confidential information contained 
therein, is available for inspection 
during official business hours (8:45 a.m. 
to 5:15 p.m.) in the Office of the 
Secretary, U.S. International Trade 
Commission, 500 E Street, SW., Room 
112, Washington, DC 20436, telephone 
202–205–2000. Hearing impaired 
individuals are advised that information 
on this matter can be obtained by 
contacting the Commission’s TDD 
terminal on 202–205–1810. Persons 
with mobility impairments who will 
need special assistance in gaining access 
to the Commission should contact the 
Office of the Secretary at 202–205–2000. 
General information concerning the 
Commission may also be obtained by 
accessing its Internet server at http:// 
www.usitc.gov. The public record for 
this investigation may be viewed on the 
Commission’s electronic docket (EDIS) 
at http://edis.usitc.gov. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Bryan F. Moore, Esq., Office of Unfair 
Import Investigations, U.S. International 
Trade Commission, telephone (202) 
205–2767. 

Authority: The authority for institution of 
this investigation is contained in section 337 
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, and 
in section 210.10 of the Commission’s Rules 
of Practice and Procedure, 19 CFR 210.10 
(2008). 

Scope of Investigation: Having 
considered the complaint, the U.S. 
International Trade Commission, on 
March 18, 2009, ordered that— 

(1) Pursuant to subsection (b) of 
section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended, an investigation be instituted 
to determine whether there is a 
violation of subsection (a)(1)(B) of 
section 337 in the importation into the 
United States, the sale for importation, 
or the sale within the United States after 
importation of certain digital cameras 
that infringe one or more of claims 1, 2, 
6, 8, and 9 of U.S. Patent No. 5,731,852 
and claims 1–3, 5, 6, 8–11, and 19 of 
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